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12.3 State and Local Agencies 
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12.3.1 CDBW – California Department of Boating and Waterways, Steve K. Watanbe 
(October 29, 2001) 

 
Response to Comment CDBW-1 

 
 The Corps recognizes the California Department of Boating and Waterways’ (CDBW) 
concern that Alternatives 3 and 4 could potentially damage and prevent public use of many 
boating facilities at Folsom Reservoir.  Severe storm events that would inundate boating facilities 
at Folsom Reservoir above 474 feet would occur infrequently, and the duration of inundation 
would last for a short period of time. 
 

As described on page 7-46, facilities under 474 feet would be inundated under the no-
action alternative (Alternative 1); therefore, regardless of which alternative is selected, facilities 
below 474 feet would be inundated during floodflows.  As described on pages 7-4 and 7-5, 
floodflows under Alternatives 3 and 4 would reduce the total amount of flood storage in the 
reservoir and result in fewer hours of inundation compared to Alternative 1 (no-project 
alternative) for smaller floods.  Under Alternative 3, the reservoir would fill to the maximum 481 
feet only during severe storm events (larger than 1-in-250-year events).  Under Alternative 4, the 
highest water surface elevation would be approximately 487 feet during a 1-in-500 year event.  
Additional information regarding the frequency and duration of inundation associated with 
Alternatives 3 and 4 during severe storm events is provided on pages 7-4 through 7-6 and on 
Tables 7-3 and 7-4. 
 

It is also unlikely that the public would be using boating facilities during flood 
conditions.  Severe storm events have historically occurred during the winter months and 
coincide with the off-peak recreation season.  Flood control operations under Alternatives 3 and 
4 would not significantly impact recreation opportunities at Folsom Reservoir because no 
additional major recreation facilities would be affected compared to Alternative 1 and inundation 
higher than 474 feet would be infrequent and of short duration (pages 7-53 and 7-54).  Facilities 
impacted by floodflows would also be available for reuse following the storm event.  Additional 
information regarding recreational use of and potential damage to boating facilities during flood 
conditions is provided on pages 7-52 through 7-54. 
 
 The infrequent occurrence and short duration of inundation associated with Alternatives 3 
and 4, in combination with the off-peak season in which flood control operations would occur, 
indicates that operation of these alternatives would not directly affect recreation opportunities at 
the Folsom Reservoir. 
 

Response to Comment CDBW-2 
 
 The Corps recognizes that CDBW supports stepped releases at the Folsom Dam outlet 
because such operations could prevent flood damage to boating facilities by maintaining lower 
lake levels during severe storm events. 
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Response to Comment CDBW-3 
 
 The Corps recognizes CDBW’s concern that higher lake levels projected under some 
alternatives could affect CDBW-funded facilities at Skunk Hollow, which is at an elevation 
below 474 feet.  As described on page 7-46, facilities under 474 feet would be inundated under 
the no-action alternative (Alternative 1); therefore, regardless of which alternative is selected, 
facilities below 474 feet would be inundated during floodflows.  Severe storm events that would 
inundate Skunk Hollow would occur infrequently, and the duration of inundation would last for a 
short period of time. Additional information regarding the frequency and duration of inundation 
associated with each project alternative is described on pages 7-1 through 7-10. 

It is also unlikely that the public would be using facilities during flood conditions because 
severe storm events have historically occurred during the winter months and coincide with the 
off-peak recreation season.  Information regarding recreational use of and potential damage to 
recreational facilities during flood conditions is provided on pages 7-44 through 7-59. 

 
Response to Comment CDBW-4 

 
 The Corps recognizes CDBW’s concern that higher releases into the lower American 
River Parkway could affect recreational facilities on the Parkway.  Parkway facilities are already 
located within the floodplain (i.e., below 474 feet).  For this reason, facilities in the Parkway 
have been designed and are managed to accommodate high flow events.  In addition, facilities 
under 474 feet would be inundated under the no-action alternative (Alternative 1) (page 7-46); 
therefore, regardless of which alternative is selected, facilities below 474 feet would be 
inundated during floodflows.  Severe storm events that would inundate recreational facilities on 
the lower American River Parkway would occur infrequently, and the duration of inundation 
would last for a short period of time.  Additional information regarding the frequency and 
duration of inundation associated with each project alternative is described on pages 7-1 through 
7-10. 
 

It is also unlikely that the public would be using facilities during flood conditions because 
severe storm events have historically occurred during the winter months and coincide with the 
off-peak recreation season.  In addition, because facilities in the Parkway have been designed 
and are managed to accommodate high flow events, the facilities would be available for reuse 
following the storm event.  Information regarding recreational use of and potential damage to 
recreational facilities during flood conditions is provided on pages 7-44 through 7-59. 
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12.3.2 CDPR – California Department of Parks and Recreation, Jacqueline Ball (October 
29, 2001) 

 
Response to Comment CDPR-1 

 
The project will not alter the existing gross pool elevation for Folsom Lake and therefore 

will not conflict in this regard with the Folsom Lake SRA General Plan.  As the project 
progresses into the pre-construction, engineering and design phase, the project proponents will 
coordinate closely with DPR staff to ensure consistency with other aspects of the SRA General 
Plan.  To minimize construction related impacts, improvements to Dikes 1-4 and 7 and 8 will be 
constructed outside of the Memorial Day through Labor Day peak recreation season.  Work at 
the other sights will be required during the peak recreation season.  To the extent practical, this 
work will be limited to weekdays.  The local sponsor (SAFCA) will work with DPR to ensure 
that planed project construction and operation activities are considered in the development of the 
new Folsom Lake SRA General Plan. 
 

It is recognized that the project will impact DPR’s planning effort.  It is also recognized 
that the existing SRA general plan assumes that elevation 466 is the maximum water surface 
elevation under existing conditions.  While it is true that this elevation has not been exceeded to 
date, the reservoir spillway design flood pool elevation is 475.4 feet. Therefore, increases in 
water surface elevation above 466 would not be consistent with the SRA General Plan.  
However, the increases in water surface elevation will be very infrequent (1/150 chance in any 
year) and therefore less than significant. 

 
Additionally, SAFCA will compensate DPR up to $50,000 for increased efforts 

associated with the development of a new General Plan for the Folsom Lake SRA, providing 
DPR can reasonably demonstrate that the increased effort is the result of activities associated 
with this project.  SAFCA is providing these funds independent of the project and this effort will 
neither be cost-shared nor creditable to the project. 
 

Response to Comment CDPR-2 
 

Excavations at the Mississippi Bar borrow site are currently planned to occur entirely on 
Federally-owned land comprising approximately 140 acres as shown in the attached figure.  It is 
recognized that ingress/egress will occur on State land. 
 

Response to Comment CDPR-3 
 

Project construction is unlikely to reduce access to beaches and boat ramps around 
Folsom Reservoir for water-dependent recreation activities.  As noted above, the work will be 
limited to weekdays during the peak recreation season.  Use of barges to transport material from 
the Peninsula borrow site to construction locations around the lake is not expected to 
significantly affect boating or other water-dependent activities due to timing of work during the 
off-peak season; working on weekdays only, and the low number of barge trips that will be made 
per work day.  Boaters and recreationists will be able to avoid the slow moving barges. 
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The project does not currently involve the closure of the boat ramps or their accesses.  
However, should limited short duration closures be required, they will be fully coordinated with 
DPR and appropriate mitigation identified. 

 
Section 7.6.5 has been revised to include a discussion explaining why the use of barges 

would not affect boating or other water-dependent activities at the Folsom Reservoir. 
 

Response to Comment CDPR-4 
 

Borrow material removed from Mississippi Bar will be conveyed over the bike path or 
flagmen will be used to temporarily halt bicycle traffic when material needs to cross the path.  
The borrow material will be barged across Lake Natoma to a construction staging area west of 
Willow Creek where it will be loaded onto trucks and moved along local roadways to 
construction sites around Folsom Reservoir.  This operation is expected to generate 3–4 barge 
trips per day.  These trips will be scheduled for weekdays only, will occur as much as possible 
outside of the peak recreation season, and will be specifically designed to minimize the 
inconveniences associated with temporarily halting boating traffic in the shipping lane 
established for the barge operation.  Alternate access, other than Willow Creek, will be 
considered if the Mississippi Bar will be used for borrow material.  Appropriate environmental 
coordination and documentation will be performed if changes are made in the future to the 
borrow staging area. 
 

The aforementioned text has been added to Section 7.6.6. 
 

Response to Comment CDPR-5 
 

Construction impacts associated with raising Folsom Dam would be temporary in nature.  
Managing the timing and phasing of construction and providing alternative recreational facilities 
as appropriate to avoid or offset potential reductions in daily use projections for the affected 
areas will mitigate impacts to recreation at Folsom Reservoir during the construction process.  
Trails that are subject to temporary closure will be temporarily relocated during the project 
construction process and their location and design will be developed in cooperation with DPR.  
These trail detours will remain in use for short periods (less than one year per detour) and, to the 
extent feasible, will occur outside of the peak recreation season.  Trail detours at Dikes 5 and 6 
and Mormon Island will likely occur during the peak recreation season.  The project sponsors 
will work closely with DPR staff to develop a detailed detour strategy as the closure 
requirements are better defined during the pre-construction engineering and design phase of the 
project. 
 

Section 7.6 has been revised to reflect the aforementioned text. 
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Response to Comment CDPR-6 
 

Establishing a trail detour south of the dam using an existing unpaved maintenance road 
would offset closure of the trail across Mormon Island Dam.  The project sponsors will 
coordinate closely with DPR in developing trail detours that could be converted into permanent 
trail improvements at the close of the construction process as well as working with DPR on 
recreation improvements. 
 

Response to Comment CDPR-7 
 

Activities at the Mississippi Bar borrow site are not expected to impact use of the horse 
stables in the area.  The trail between the bar and Lake Natoma would remain in service during 
the borrow operation.  Material would be conveyed from the borrow site to lakeside transport 
barges by truck or automated conveyor.  The conveyor system would be designed to pass over 
the trail. Flagmen would control any trucks crossing the trail.  Alternative equestrian trails will 
be provided to the extent that trails used by the stables are impacted. 
 

The aforementioned text has been added to Section 7.6.6. 
 

Response to Comment CDPR-8 
 

A feasibility level analysis of borrow site alternatives was performed as part of the 
current phase of the project planning process.  This analysis indicated that most of the material 
needed to raise Folsom Dam could be obtained from Federally owned land near the Peninsula 
Campground.  Analysis was also performed for the Mississippi Bar site in the event that 
additional borrow material would be required.  Project costs were developed for the Mississippi 
Bar site assuming two load and unload cycles:  one to barge the material across Lake Natoma 
and one to truck the material to construction sites around Folsom Reservoir.  Because of the 
expense of this operation, alternatives to the Mississippi Bar site will be carefully re-examined 
during the pre-construction engineering and design phase of the project.  Final site selection will 
be based on several considerations including cost, operational flexibility and local acceptability.  
 

The project sponsors will coordinate closely with Lake Natoma recreation and 
neighborhood interests, including DPR, in developing a detailed plan for the borrow operation 
and the subsequent reclamation of the borrow site and construction staging areas.  DPR is 
currently initiating a 1–2 year planning process to update the General Plan for the Folsom State 
Recreation Area (including Lake Natoma). Local acceptability and consistency with DPR’s 
general plan for the area will be important considerations in determining whether Mississippi Bar 
remains a focal point for meeting the borrow needs of the project. 
 

Response to Comment CDPR-9 
 

Current flood control operations could result in temporary water storage up to elevation 
475.4 in a very large flood event.  Most DPR facilities are located between elevation 468 and 
474.  A flood large enough to inundate these facilities has not occurred in the American River 
watershed in the last 100 years.  The proposed project combined with recently authorized 
improvements to Folsom Dam will reduce the probability of such inundation.  Conversely, by 
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raising the dam, the proposed project will create a small risk that recreation facilities in the area 
between elevation 474 and 482 could be flooded.  Since most of DPR’s facilities are in the 468 
to 474 zone, and since the likelihood of flooding in this zone is greater than in the 474 to 482 
zone, the cumulative effect of the proposed project and other authorized improvements to the 
dam would be a reduction in potential flood damage to DPR facilities. 
 

Nevertheless, the local sponsor, SAFCA, has indicated they will, in coordination with 
DPR, develop a flood response plan for existing facilities at Folsom Reservoir, and either 
develop and fund a program of floodproofing or create a fund for post-flood rehabilitation of 
existing facilities.  SAFCA would provide these funds independent of the project and this effort 
would neither be cost-shared nor creditable to the project. 
 

Response to Comment CDPR-10 
 

Coordination with the Bureau and Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) is ongoing.  
There are no conflicts currently identified since these projects do not overlap chronologically.  
As the Bureau’s restoration project moves forward, the interaction of these projects will be 
further evaluated to ensure no impacts to the Bureau’s restoration project. 
 

Response to Comment CDPR-11 
 
 Section 7.2, “Geology, Seismicity, and Soils,” and Section 7.8, “Vegetation,” includes an 
evaluation of the effects on vegetation around Folsom Reservoir as a result of the occasional 
inundation at elevations greater than 466 feet.  The evaluation concluded that inundation is not 
expected to result in slope failure, erosion, or substantial vegetation mortality.  Page 7-8 of the 
Draft SPFR/EIS/EIR includes a recommendation that the Corps implement a monitoring and 
adaptive management program that would monitor the effects on vegetation attributable to 
inundation and compensate for the loss of vegetation after such an event.  This program was 
recommended by the USFWS in the Coordination Act Report for this project (Attachment 3 in 
Appendix 2).  Chapter 5, “Flood Control Alternatives,” has been updated to include this 
recommendation as an environmental commitment.  Although operation of the Folsom Dam 
raise alternatives is not expected to adversely affect vegetation around Folsom Reservoir, and in 
particular well established vegetation, the adaptive management program will ensure that in the 
event vegetation is adversely affected, measures will be implemented to mitigate inundation 
effects. 
 

DPR would be consulted in the development of and review the results of the vegetation 
monitoring, adaptive management and mitigation program. 
 

Response to Comment CDPR-12 
 

The USFWS generally recommends that unavoidable habitat losses be mitigated through 
habitat creation.  However, land acquisition could be pursued in lieu of habitat creation if 
USFWS concurs with this approach.  The project sponsors will coordinate closely with DPR in 
developing the final mitigation plan.  
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Response to Comment CDPR-13 
 

Approximately 0.3 acres of wetland will be unavoidably impacted by the project.  As a 
matter of policy, Federal projects are directed to avoid any net loss of such habitat.  This policy 
generally favors mitigation involving conversion of uplands to wetlands.  However, if California 
Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) can identify equivalent wetlands that are threatened 
by development, and the resource agencies concur that this is the most appropriate way to 
mitigate, the project could include acquisition of these lands as a form of mitigation.  DPR would 
be responsible for the operation and maintenance requirements of these additional lands. 
 

Response to Comment CDPR-14 
 

An adaptive management plan will be developed to monitor and remediation as necessary 
any long-term impacts attributable to operation of the project.  DPR and the Bureau will be 
included in the development and implementation of this plan. 
 

Response to Comment CDPR-15 
 

Applicable species surveys will be performed prior to the start-up of construction. 
 

Response to Comment CDPR-16 
 

As previously stated, the project sponsors will coordinate closely with Lake Natoma 
recreation and neighborhood interests, including DPR, in developing a detailed plan for the 
borrow operation at Mississippi Bar and the subsequent reclamation of the borrow site.  The plan 
will include appropriate measures to avoid impacts to wildlife in the area, including control of 
the timing of borrow operations to protect nesting and fledging birds in the nearby heron/egret 
rookery. 
 

Response to Comment CDPR-17 
 

Please see response to Comment CDPR-14. 
 
Response to Comment CDPR-18 

 
The Programmatic Agreement is included in Volume II, Appendix 1B, and a copy has 

been provided to the Gold Fields District (GFD) of the DPR.  The recommendations by GFD 
will be followed as a matter of course and as dictated in the Programmatic Agreement.  The 
Corps will fully coordinate any activities on DPR lands that may have an affect on historic 
properties.  Prior to any impact inducing activity, such as construction staging areas, borrow site 
excavation or inundation, areas will be surveyed, sites recorded and evaluated, and appropriate 
mitigation developed. 
 

Response to Comment CDPR-19 
 

Mississippi Bar has been partially recorded (30 acres) as CA-SAC-308 H; the entire site, 
because of its size, has not currently been recorded.  The site has not been evaluated for 
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eligibility in the National Register of Historic Places; it is not considered historic.  The trenches 
that were tested with a backhoe for geotechnical purposes failed to uncover anything except 
cobbles and gravel.  The Corps will fully coordinate any activities on DPR lands that may have 
an affect on historic properties. 
 

Adan Treganza from San Francisco State University first identified Mississippi Bar as a 
cultural resource in 1954.  He did not fill out a site record form. The first and only form for the 
site was filled out and recorded in 1988 by local consulting archeologist, Dr. Susan Lindstrom.  
It was given the site number CA-SAC-308 H.  The “H” means that Mississippi Bar is strictly a 
historic site.  Lindstrom’s site form was not for the entire property, but an isolated locus of it.  
The archeological Information Center at Sacramento State only wants individual loci recorded as 
appropriate.  Their contention is that the property is too large for any one agency to assume 
responsibility for recording the entire site.  Since the location has not been evaluated for National 
Register eligibility, it is not an “historic property” as defined in 36 CFR 800.  Geotechnical 
backhoe trenching completed last spring only turned up cobbles.   
 

The location, however, is the site of historic mining activity.  Susan Lindstrom’s site 
form has a discussion of the types of mining and dredging that took place on Mississippi Bar.  
According to Bureau archeologist, Jim West, the piles of dredge tailings up and down the 
American River are very similar and do not require recording any more detail than filling out of 
California State Parks site record forms.  Ann Marie Medin from the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO), on the other hand, concluded that the site might be eligible for the National 
Register under Criterion c. as a cultural landscape.  If it were to be used for borrow material, 
National Register evaluation may need to be performed by a consultant with a specialty in 
historic mining practices.  The site may be eligible for listing in the California Register. 
 

Response to Comment CDPR-20 
 

As previously noted, a detailed borrow/reclamation plan for the Mississippi Bar site will 
be created during the pre-construction, engineering, and design phase of the project.  It is not 
expected that the borrow operation will significantly alter the existing visual quality of the area.  
The potential visual impacts to vegetation, because of project-induced inundation of shoreline 
habitat around Folsom, will be addressed as part of the adaptive management plan that will be 
developed to monitor and remediation as necessary any long-term impacts attributable to 
operation of the project.  DPR and the Bureau will be included in the development and 
implementation of this plan. 
 

The development of the borrow plan will include measures to avoid or mitigate for visual 
impacts at Lake Natoma and will be made in conjunction with DPR. 
 

Response to Comment CDPR-21 
 

Construction activities will not occur on the weekends during the peak summer recreation 
period between Memorial Day and Labor Day.  The project sponsors will coordinate closely with 
DPR in developing a traffic management plan for the project. 
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Response to Comment CDPR-22 
 

The proposed project includes measures designed to avoid, minimize and mitigate for 
impacts associated with project construction.  The project sponsors will coordinate closely with 
DPR to ensure that mitigation measures for unavoidable impacts are designed to provide lasting 
benefits to the project area.  The local sponsor (SAFCA) has also indicated an interest in working 
with DPR to develop restoration and enhancement opportunities that could be pursued in 
connection with the project.
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12.3.3 COF – City of Folsom, Gordon F. Tornberg (October 29, 2001) 
 

Response to Comment COF-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

Response to Comment COF-2 
 

The title of the study is “Traffic Impact Study for Construction of Flood-Control 
Improvements to Folsom Dam,” prepared for the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency by 
Fehr & Peers Associates, 1999.  This will be included in the final report. 
 

Response to Comment COF-3 
 

The temporary construction bridge is a regular project feature that was formulated to 
make the dam raise measures whole and complete.  There is no legal requirement to mitigate the 
effects of the closure of Folsom Dam Road.  However, our analyses have shown that the 
economic benefits of including a bridge (reduced trip lengths, air quality impacts, etc.) outweighs 
the cost of the bridge. 
 

Response to Comment COF-4 
 

Please see Response to Comments USBR-3 and USEPA-13. 
 

Response to Comment COF-5 
 

The City of Folsom as well as any other interested parties will be consulted regarding all 
roadway modifications and changes to traffic management and their input incorporated to the 
extent feasible. 
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12.3.4 CT1 – California Department of Transportation – Office of Regional Planning, 
Jeffrey Pulverman (October 19, 2001) 

 
Response to Comment CT1-1 

 
The Federally supportable plan is raising Folsom Dam.  If any of the variants of the 

Stepped Release Plan were to be selected, additional analysis would be needed to evaluate the 
impacts of higher flows on bridges and other infrastructure in the floodway.  Since the Federally 
supportable plan relies on an increase in storage rather than flow, there will be no downstream 
impacts.  However, there will be a benefit by reducing the frequency of flows greater than the 
objective release. 
 

Response to Comment CT1-2 
 

See Response to Comment CT1-1.  Since the Federally supportable plan relies on 
increased storage rather than increased flow, the plan will allow dam operators to maintain the 
existing 115,000 cfs objective release for a broader range of flood events.  As a result, the plan 
will not adversely affect hydraulic conditions at the bridges in the lower American and 
Sacramento Rivers. 
 

Response to Comment CT1-3 
 

See Response to Comment CT1-1. 
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12.3.5 CT2 – California Department of Transportation – Office of Regional Planning, 
Jeffrey Pulverman (October 29, 2001) 

 
Response to Comment CT2-1 

 
See Response to Comment CT1-1.  The objective release will remain 115,000 cfs. 

 
Response to Comment CT2-2 

 
See Response to Comment CT1-1. 

 
Response to Comment CT2-3 

 
The highest outflow from Folsom Dam was 134,000 cfs which occurred during the peak 

of the 1986 flood.  This was about a 50-year event.  Under both the with and without project 
conditions, when inflow and storage exceed the design capacity of the dam, releases are 
increased in accordance with the emergency release diagram and can be much greater than 
160,000 cfs.  During a 200-year flood under the No Action Alternative, the objective release of 
115,000 cfs would be maintained until it dam operators conclude, based on reservoir storage and 
projected inflows, that the flood is likely to exceed the design capacity of the system.  At that 
point, flows would be raised to 160,000 cfs for up to 6 hours to allow for evacuation of the 
floodplain.  The 160,000 cfs release is thus not the objective release, but rather the maximum 
flow that the downstream levees can contain for a short duration in an emergency.  The Federally 
supportable plan will reduce the frequency of these damaging flows. 
 

Response to Comment CT2-4 
 

All of the project constructed or authorized for construction focus on increasing or 
optimizing storage in Folsom Reservoir.  These projects will cumulatively decrease the 
frequency that flows will exceed 115,000 cfs and thereby provide a net benefit to the 
downstream bridges. 
 

Response to Comment CT2-5 
 

See Response to Comment CT1-1. 
 

Response to Comment CT2-6 
 

See Response to Comment CT1-1. 
 
Response to Comment CT2-7 

 
See Response to Comment CT1-1. 
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Response to Comment CT2-8 
 

See Response to Comment CT1-1. 
 

Response to Comment CT2-9 
 

See Response to Comment CT1-1. 
 

Response to Comment CT2-10 
 

See Response to Comment CT1-1. 
 

Response to Comment CT2-11 
 

See Response to Comment CT1-1. 
 

Response to Comment CT2-12 
 

Comment noted. 
 

Response to Comment CT2-13 
 

A meeting of the joint agencies was proposed to discuss comments from CalTrans on the 
impacts of increased water releases on bridge stability for all bridges below Folsom Dam.  After 
conversations with Ken Champion at CalTrans, it was determined by Mr. Champion that since 
the recommended plan was a dam raise plan and not one of the stepped-release plans, there was 
no longer a need for the meeting.   
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12.3.6 SMAQMD – Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, Phil 
Stafford (October 25, 2001) 

 
Response to Comment SMAQMD-1 

 
 The Corps has agreed to implement additional mitigation measures requested by the 
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD).  Those measures are 
described in the October 25, 2001, letter from Phil Stafford (SMAQMD) sent to Ms. Veronica 
Petrovsky with the Corps.  Two follow up phone conversations to discuss details of the October 
25th letter were held with Phil Stafford and Tom Swenson, also with the SMAQMD. 
 

Based on the results of those conversations, the SMAQMD would like to see additional 
construction mitigation measures that include the use of 1996 or newer vehicles and the use of 
low NOX fuels capable of achieving 14% or better NOX reduction as compared to diesel fuel 
vehicles. 
 

The SMAQMD also indicated that implementation of these measures is considered best 
management practices and that purchasing emission offsets would not be necessary.  
Consequently, the Corps will implement these measures in lieu of obtaining emission offsets. 
 

For areas under the jurisdiction of Sacramento County, a 15% emissions reduction 
(compared to Alternative 1, no project) is required to mitigate the impact of significant projects.  
Due to the scale of the proposed project, the SMAQMD would like to see an emissions reduction 
of at least 20%.  In lieu of obtaining emission offsets, the Corps has agreed to require 1996 or 
newer vehicles for 50% of the vehicle fleet and to require the use of low NOX fuels for all 
vehicles where it is feasible.  With these mitigation measures in effect, project emissions will be 
reduced by more than the 20% required by SMAQMD, as shown in Table 7-15 (unmitigated 
project emissions) and Table 7-15 (mitigated project emissions). 
 

The emissions shown in Table 7-15 have been re-estimated to reflect several changes, 
including phasing of construction operations that reduce the amount of overlap and the 
associated daily emissions, and revised emission factors for barge operations based on a review 
of U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) documents.  The analysis was also updated 
to reflect a refined construction schedule for Alternative 3.  This includes operating barges on 
Lake Natoma and Folsom Reservoir no longer than 4 hours per day and construction would 
occur no longer than 190 days per year. 
 

Response to Comment SMAQMD-2 
 
 Please see Response to Comment SMAQMD-1. 
 

The SMAQMD has indicated that implementation of the mitigation measures listed in 
SMAQMD-1 are considered best management practices and that emission offsets would not be 
necessary.  Consequently, the Corps will implement these measures in lieu of obtaining emission 
offsets. 
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Response to Comment SMAQMD-3 
 
 The Corps will implement the mitigation measures described in the response to comment 
SMAQMD-1. 
 

Response to Comment SMAQMD-4 
 
 The Corps will implement the mitigation measures described in the response to comment 
SMAQMD-1. 
 

Response to Comment SMAQMD-5 
 
 The Corps will implement and abide by the PM10 dust recommendations provided by the 
SMAQMD.  The Corps will fully comply with District Rule 403- Fugitive Dust. 
 

Response to Comment SMAQMD-6 
 
 The Corps will require the use of low NOX fuels for all vehicles where it is feasible.  The 
Corps will work with the SMAQMD to determine the vehicles for which low NOX fuels are 
feasible.  The use of low NOX fuels will reduce NOX emissions by 14% and PM10 emissions by 
63% for vehicles where it is used. 
 

Response to Comment SMAQMD-7 
 
 The Corps will implement and abide by the recommendations provided by the SMAQMD 
under comment SMAQMD-5.  Currently the emission sources cited by the SMAQMD in 
comment SMAQMD-7 are not included as part of the project. 
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12.3.7 YCB – County of Yolo, Tom Stallard, David Rosenberg, Lynnel Pollock, Mike 
McGowan, and Lois Wolk (October 22, 2001) 

 
Response to Comment YCB-1 

 
The Corps recognizes the County of Yolo Board of Supervisors’ (YCBs) support for 

Alternatives 2 and 3 as the preferred alternative because both alternatives would provide better 
flood protection to areas within Yolo County.  The Corps understands that both Alternatives 2 
and 3 are consistent with the positions previously adopted by YCB regarding flood control along 
the Lower American River.  In addition, the Corps acknowledges YCB’s encouragement to 
pursue the ecosystem restoration alternatives. 




